Introduction {#Sec1}
============

Both adjuvant, and neoadjuvant chemotherapy and hormonal treatment have made a major contribution to improving disease-free survival (DFS) and overall survival (OS) in breast cancer \[[@CR38], [@CR50], [@CR83], [@CR103]\]. When physicians prescribe, they consider the risk-to-benefit ratio associated with a given therapy for a specific patient because the therapies have high toxicities. To guide therapeutic decisions, physicians use clinical, histopathological variables and biomarkers as prognostic or predictive tools, these latter being most effective if linked with targeted therapies (companion diagnostics), such as estrogen receptor (ER) and human epidermal growth factor receptor 2 (HER2) \[[@CR35], [@CR85], [@CR106]\].

The first aim of this systematic review was to evaluate the level of evidence (LOE) for Ki-67 as a prognostic factor or predictive factor of response to chemo- and hormonotherapy in patients with invasive breast carcinoma, and define its weight in the everyday therapeutic decision-making process, in particular within the ER+ tumour group in order to select women who are most likely to benefit from chemotherapy. The second aim was focused on technical and methodological aspects about the measurement of Ki-67, and on the cut-points used for treatment decision.

We report data from studies using samples from randomized clinical trials (RCTs), cohort studies, case--control studies, and we also summarize the results of systematic and narrative reviews. We paid particular attention to the methodological aspects of the studies. We took into account the recommendations published in 2008 by the National Academy of Clinical Biochemistry and elaborated by an international panel of experts, which agreed with those proposed by the ASCO guidelines and complement them, in particular by their analysis of data related to the quality of the analytical procedures used \[[@CR51], [@CR101]\]. In addition, the Reporting Recommendations for Tumor Marker Prognostic Studies (REMARK) score was used to assess the quality of the reporting of the prognostic study results \[[@CR71]\].

Recently it has been claimed that results from commercially available genomic profiling tests (i.e. Mammaprint™, Oncotype DX^®^) can predict which patients should receive therapy. Several genes coding for proliferation factors, a key biological driver, are targeted in these genomic profiling tests \[[@CR12], [@CR26], [@CR58], [@CR112], [@CR113]\]. Moreover, recent tests, e.g. MapQuant Dx™ genomic grade and THEROS BCI^®^ have been developed to assess tumour grade molecularly since proliferation is a major component of tumour grade \[[@CR113]\]. Nevertheless, it remains uncertain if these available genomic profiling tests have significant added value when compared with the histopathological assessment of ER, HER2 and Ki-67, the latter being routinely used as a marker of proliferation, although not yet as a standard, in breast cancer \[[@CR25], [@CR113]\].

Ki-67 protein is detected during all the active phases of the cell cycle, but is absent in resting cells \[[@CR65]\]. Since its discovery in the early 1980s, there has been interest in the role of Ki-67 as a proliferation marker in cancer, particularly lymphomas, breast, endocrine and brain cancers. It is commonly used as a complement to grading systems that include mitotic counting as a sign of proliferation. Initially, immunohistochemical detection was performed on frozen tissues as the available antibodies had lower affinity on fixed tissues. Antibodies that are currently available can provide sufficiently intense immunostaining on paraffin sections, making the test more feasible \[[@CR61]\]. Interestingly, Ki-67 is one of the five genes of proliferation that contributes an importance weight to the Oncotype score, out of 16 cancer-associated genes \[[@CR79]\].

Methods {#Sec2}
=======

We searched PubMed to identify prospective or retrospective studies reporting results from analyses of Ki-67 as either a prognostic factor or a predictive factor in women with breast cancer. The terms used for searching were divided into three groups to identify references on: breast cancer and its treatment, Ki-67 and the types of studies (Appendix [1](#Sec11){ref-type="sec"}). These were combined into a search strategy that was limited to publications in English from 1 January 1990 to 31 July 2010. The titles and abstracts of the references identified by this search strategy were screened by two methodologists independently. The reference lists of included studies were scanned to identify additional references.

The outcomes of interest for the prognostic studies that had to be present for inclusion of the study were OS or DFS. In the predictive studies, the outcomes of interest were clinical or pathological partial or complete response.

Data extracted {#Sec3}
--------------

The items that were extracted from each publication are listed in Appendix [2](#Sec12){ref-type="sec"}. The working group validated and agreed on the interpretation of the data and assigned the LOE using the recently revised definition (Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"}) \[[@CR98]\]. The REMARK 20-item guideline was used to assess the quality of the reporting in the prognostic studies identified, only for RCTs. Items included were: the description of patients; specimen characteristics; assay methods; study design; statistical analysis methods; presentation of results and study objectives and pre-specified hypotheses \[[@CR71]\].Table 1Summary of definitions of LOE \[[@CR98]\]LOEType of studyValidationI-ARCT specifically to assess the utility of the biomarker. The samples are collected and analysed in real-timeNot necessary but could be usefulI-BRCT not specifically to assess the utility of the biomarker. The samples are stored during the study and analysed after the study is finished, following a protocolOne or more studies with consistent resultsII-BRCT not specifically to assess the utility of the biomarker. The samples are stored during the study and analysed after the study is finished, following a protocolOnly one study, or several studies with inconsistent resultsII-CNon-randomized retrospective study aimed to assess the utility of the biomarker using samples from patients in an observational setting (standard treatment and follow-up)Two or more studies with consistent resultsIII-CNon-randomized retrospective study aimed to assess the utility of the biomarker using samples from patients in an observational setting (standard treatment and follow-up)Only one study, or several studies with inconsistent resultsIV--V-DNo aspect of the study is prospectiveNot necessary because these types of studies do not enable the clinical utility of the biomarker to be assessed

Results {#Sec4}
=======

After screening the 314 references identified by the search strategy, 71 were included in this review (Fig. [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"}). The main reason for exclusion was the type of breast cancer (ductal carcinoma in situ). Details from the studies, including tumour characteristics, treatment regimen, Ki-67 analysis modalities are reported in Table [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"}.Fig. 1Summary from the literature searchTable 2Summary of studies assessing Ki-67 in samples from randomised controlled trialsReference/study designStudy detailsPatients/treatmentType of specimen fixation/storageAntibody/controls/counting/cut off/double reading (Y/N)ResultsConclusions\
REMARK \[[@CR71]\] score/20Ki-67 as a prognostic factor: neoadjuvant chemotherapy EORTC-NCIC-SAKK trial \[[@CR11]\]\
 Retrospective analyses from RCT12 countries/May 1993--April 1996\
No pts: 179/448 (40%)\
FU: 5.5 years (median)\
Outcomes: RFS\
OSAny T4, any N, M0 or any T, N2/N3, M0 or inflammatory breast carcinoma/CEF; EC+ G-CSFPre-treatment samples from primary tumour/No details/FFPE, Bouin Holland-fixed-PEIHC---MIB-1 (Immunotech)/(1) −ve control slide---no MIB-1\
(2) +ve control---breast carcinomas known to contain high levels of Ki-67\
Central laboratory/Percentage of cells with clear nuclear staining among 200 tumour cells/≥20%/NDUnivariate: Results for 20% cut-off: PFS: HR (95% CI)---1.22 (0.78--1.91) *P* = 0.38\
OS: HR (95% CI)---1.67 (0.98--2.85) *P* = 0.06\
Results for analyses as a continuous variable: PFS: 1.23 (0.97--1.56) *P* = 0.09\
OS: 1.45 (1.13--A.88) *P* = 0.004\
Multivariate: results for analyses as continuous variable:\
PFS: *P* = 0.57\
OS: *P* = 0.32Not a statistically significant prognostic factor\
13Ki-67 as a prognostic factor: neoadjuvant hormonotherapy Decensi et al. \[[@CR29]\]\
 RCT but with other samplesItaly/Sept 1999--Aug 2001\
No pts: 116/120 (97%)\
FU: 7.2 years\
Outcomes: RFS\
OSEarly stage ER+ breast cancer, \<5 cm, N0--N1, M0/Two low-doses versus standard dose Tam (4 weeks)Core cut biopsy pre-treatment\
biopsy at surgery/6--12 h fixation/FFPE)IHC---MIB-1 (Dako) followed by high-sensitivity detection kit (EnVision Plus-HRP; Dako)/Assessor blinded to treatment group/% of +ve tumour cells in core biopsy or over at least 2,000 cells in surgical biopsy/Quantiles calculated from a data of 6,853 women (ER +ve or PgR +ve) who underwent surgery from 2004 to 2007/NoUnivariate: Post-treatment Ki-67 for RFS (HR (95% CI)): 4th quartile (≥30%): 6.05 (2.07--17.65)\
3rd quartile (20--29%): 4.37 (1.56--12.25)\
2nd quartile (14--19%): 2.92 (0.95--8.96)\
1st quartile (\<14%): *P*-trend = 0.001\
Invasive disease recurrent per point increase: Pre-treatment Ki-67: 2.2 (0.9--5.0)\
Post tamoxifen Ki-67: 5.0 (2.3--7.76) *P*-trend = 0.076\
OS: Post tamoxifen Ki-67 ≥20% versus \<20%: 5.5 (1.3--23.2) *P*-trend = 0.006\
Multivariate: RFS per point increase in:\
Pre-treatment Ki-67: 2.2% (0.99--4.7) *P* = 0.076\
Post-treatment Ki-67: 5.0% (2.3--7.7) *P* \< 0.001\
OS per point increase in: pre-treatment Ki-67: 4.52% (0.9--9.6) *P* = 0.066\
Post-treatment Ki-67: 5.7% (1.1--10.4) *P*-trend = 0.014Ki-67 response after short-term neoadjuvant tamoxifen is a good predictor of RFS and OS\
12P024 \[[@CR39], [@CR41]\]\
RCT with planned sub-studyMultinational/Mar 1998--Aug 1999\
No pts: 158/337 (69%)\
FU: 61.2 months (median)\
Outcomes: RFS\
BCSSER+, T2-4a-c, N0--2, MO breast cancers/LET-Tam\
4 months prior to scheduled surgeryCore biopsy pre-treatment and last visit (before surgery)\
Samples shipped at ambient temperature 10% buffered formalin/FFPEKi-67 antibody (Zymed)\
ABC detection/assessors blind to patient ID, treatment and outcomes\
−ve control: no primary Ab\
+ve control/% +ve stained tumour cell among 200--1,000 cells/Ki-67 per 2.7 fold increase (natural log intervals)/YesUnivariate: RFS (HR (95% CI)): Post-treat Ki-67 per 2.7× increase: 1.4 (1.2--1.6); *P* \< 0.001\
BCSS: 1.4 (1.1--1.7); *P* = 0.009\
Multivariate:\
RFS: Post-treat Ki-67 per 2.7× increase: 1.3 (1.1--1.5); *P* = 0.01\
BCSS: 1.4 (1.1--1.8); *P* = 0.02Post-treatment Ki-67 is independently associated with RFS and BCSS\
16Ki-67 as a prognostic factor: adjuvant chemotherapy EORTC 10854 \[[@CR69]\]\
RCT---retrospective selection of some patientsMultinational/May 1986--March 1991\
No pts: 441/674 (65%)\
FU: 82 months (median)\
Outcomes: OS, DFS, MFSN0, invasive breast cancer, stage I-IIIA/Surgery (all) treatment group: FDC---1 cycleTumour samples\
ND/FFPEIHC---MIB-1 (Immunotech; ref cited)/one reference lab/'hot spot' at high magnification/≥20%/NDUnivariate: OS: *P* \< 0.001 DFS: *P* \< 0.01 MFS: *P* \< 0.001 Multivariate: Ki-67 not independent variable in modelMitotic index was a better prognostic indicator in multivariate analysis than Ki-67 (or S-phase)\
10 PACS01 \[[@CR83]\]\
RCT---planned sub-studyFrance/Jun 1977--Mar 2000\
No pts: 1,190/1,999 (60%)\
FU: 58.7 months (median)\
Outcomes: DFSStage \<T4a, ER +ve, N+/FEC---6 cycles versus FEC-D---3 cycles)Tumour blocks\
ND/NDIHC---MIB-1 (Dako) using Ventana NeXes automat/centralised lab/visual grading system; estimated % of +ve cells/\>20%/yes, assessment by 10 pathologistsUnivariate: DFS: 1.7 (1.2--2.4) *P* = 0.002\
Docetaxel efficacy for relapse: ER +ve/Ki-67 +ve---0.5 (0.3--1.0)\
ER +ve/Ki-67 −ve---1.0 (0.9--1.6)\
HR for interaction with docetaxel---0.5 (0.2--1.2)\
STEPP analysis for 5-year DFS shows maximum benefit for highest Ki-67 values\
Multivariate: Model with only biomarkers: 1.6 (1.2--2.3) *P* = 0.01\
Model with treatment, biomarkers, clinical characteristics: 1.5 (1.0--2.22) *P* = 0.046Ki-67 is a candidate for predicting docetaxel efficacy in ER +ve breast cancer\
18 NEAT/BR9601 \[[@CR5], [@CR6], [@CR37], [@CR91]\]\
RCT---RetrospectiveUK---Oct 1996--Apr 2001\
No pts: NEAT: 1,623/2,021 (80%); BR9601: 318/370 (86%)\
FU: 48 months (median)\
Outcomes: RFS, OSCompletely excised early breast cancer (N+ and N0)/E-mod-CMF (*n* = 183) mod- CMF (*n* = 191)Triple TMA prepared from stored tissue blocks\
ND/NDIHC/ND/Scoring by one experience observer, blinded to patient ID and outcome/13%/NDUnivariate: Ki-67 +ve versus Ki-67 −ve: RFS: HR = 1.12 (95% CI: 0.95--1.32) *P* = 0.19\
OS: HR = 1.11 (95% CI 0.93--1.33)\
EPI-CMF versus CMF\
RFS: Ki-67 high: 30.3% versus 36.5%---0.78 (0.59--1.01)\
Ki-67 low: 28.3% versus 34.4%---0.77 (0.55--1.08)\
Overall: 29.5% versus 35.6% (0.77 (0.66--0.90), *P* = 0.001, *P*-interaction = 0.95\
OS: Ki-67 high: 24.7% versus 29.9%---0.78 (0.58--1.05)\
Ki-67 low: 24.1% versus 27.7%---0.82 (0.56--1.19)\
Overall: 24.5% versus 29.0% (0.80 (0.67--0.95), *P* = 0.01, *P*-interaction = 0.80\
Multivariate: NDKi-67 is strongly prognostic but not predictive of additive benefit from EPI-CMF versus CMF\
13 Mottolese et al. \[[@CR77]\]\
Samples from 1 centre from RCTRome, Italy/1991--1993\
No pts: 157/506 (31%)\
FU: 37 months (median); 4--88 months (range)\
Outcomes: DFS, OSPremenopausal women: invasive breast cancer \>1 cm grade 2--3, any N and HR status\
Postmenopausal women: same but ER/PgR negative\
Adjuvant chemotherapy\
G-CSF versus ECTumour samples/ND/PEIHC polyclonal Ki-67 (DAKO)/+ve control: breast cancer with known high level\
−ve control: no primary Ab/+ve nuclei in four random fields of ≥200 cells/≥10%/NDUnivariate: High versus low Ki-67: DFS: RR = 1.52 (0.82--2.82); *P* = 0.18\
OS: RR = 1.83 (0.91--3.70); *P* = 0.08\
Multivariate: NDKi-67 not a significant prognostic factor\
9Ki-67 as a prognostic factor: adjuvant hormonotherapy BIG 1--98 \[[@CR108]\]\
Retrospective tissue collection from patients in RCTInternational/Mar 1998--Mar 2000\
No pts: 2,685/4,922 (55%)\
FU: 51 months (median)\
Outcomes: RFS; OSEarly invasive breast cancer, ER +ve ± PgR +ve (N+ and N0)/Tam (*n* = 1,361) or Let (*n* = 1,324)Primary tumour samples (whole tissue sections)\
ND/PEIHC---MIB-1 (Dako)\
Cut and stained centrally with automated immunostainer (Autostainer, Dako)/central review/% of +ve cells from 2,000 tumour cells, in randomly selected fields at the periphery of tumour/\>11%/NDUnivariate: DFS: 1.8 (1.4--2.3) *P* = 0.0001\
Multivariate: DFS adjusted for age, PgR status, tumour size, tumour grade, nodal status, HER-2 status and peritumoural vascular involvement: 1.4 (1.1--1.9) *P* = 0.02Ki-67 confirmed as prognostic factor\
12 IKA TAMOXIFEN \[[@CR72]\]\
Random sample of patients in RCTNetherlands/1982--1994\
No pts: 394/1,662 (24%)\
FU: \~10 years (median)\
Outcomes: DFSPostmenopausal, T1--4N0--3M0/1st year: Tam versus no treatment\
2nd--3rd year: Tam group randomised to stop or continue 2 yearsTumour tissue\
Fixed \>24 h in neutral buffered 4% formaldehyde/PE on silane coated slidesIHC MIB1 (Immunotech)/−ve control: no primary Ab/scanning for +ve cells (distinct nuclear staining) at medium and high resolution/\>5%/NDUnivariate: High versus low Ki-67: DFS: log-rank *P* = 0.0023; unadjusted HR = 2.069 (1.284--3.333); adjusted\
Multivariate: High versus low Ki-67: DFS: HR = 1.717 (0.992--2.969); *P* = 0.0533No conclusions for Ki-67\
10Ki-67 as a prognostic factor: adjuvant chemo-hormonotherapy IBCSG TRAILS VIII and IX \[[@CR109]\]\
Two RCTs---retrospective collection of samplesInternational/1988--1999\
No pts: 1,924/2,732 (70%)\
FU: 10 years (median)N0 invasive tumour in premenopausal (Trial VIII) and postmenopausal (Trial IX) women/Trial VIII: Gos versus CMF versus CMF +Gos\
Trial IX: CMF/Tam versus TamPrimary tumour samples\
ND/FFPEIHC---MIB-1 (Dako)/central laboratory---blinded to treatment and outcomes/% of definite +ve cells among 2,000 tumour cells in randomly selected high-power (×400) fields at the periphery of the tumour/≥19%/NDUnivariate: Trial VIII\
DFS (high versus low Ki-67) (HR (95% CI)): 1.66 (1.20--2.29); *P* = 0.002\
Trial IX\
DFS (high versus low Ki-67) (HR (95% CI)): 1.60 (1.26--2.03); *P* \< 0.001\
Multivariate: Trial VIII\
DFS (adjusted for other tumour features): *P* \< 0.05---independent of treatment received\
Trial IX\
DFS (adjusted for other tumour features): *P* \< 0.05---independent of treatment receivedKi-67 labelling index is an independent prognostic factor but not a predictive factor\
12Ki-67 as a prognostic and predictive factor: neoadjuvant chemotherapy Chang et al. \[[@CR20]\]\
Retrospective analyses of some patients from RCT and some others who received same treatmentUK---Feb 1990--Aug 1995\
No pts: 109/158 (131 from RCT + 27 other patients who received same treatment)\
FU: 48 months (median)\
Outcomes: GCR (CR or min residual disease) at 3 months, OS, RFS, Change in Ki-67 expression from pre-treat to day 10 or day 21 after 1^st^ course of treatmentOperable (including T4) breast cancer/Mit-M ± MiFine needle aspirate\
ND/Cytospin slides: air-dried and stored at −80°CMIB -1 (Dako) with biotin-anti-mouse IgG and avidin--biotin-peroxidase complex/Experience assessor blinded to patient ID and outcome/change in Ki-67 between pre-treatment and day 10 or 21 after 1st chemotherapy/Continuous/NoUnivariate: Decrease in Ki-67 expression: GCR at 3 months: 2.3 (95% CI 0.9--6.0) higher (*P* \< 0.05) Pretreatment Ki-67: GCR: 1.0 (95% CI 0.8--1.2)\
RFS: 1.7 95% CI (0.6--5.2)\
OS: 2.0 (95% CI 1.0--3.8)\
Multivariate: Pre-treatment Ki-67 expression not statistically significant for RFS or OSChange in Ki-67 expression is predictive of achieving GCR which seems to be a valid surrogate marker for survival\
13 IBBGS 1999 \[[@CR66], [@CR70]\]\
Chemotherapy arm of RCTBordeaux, France/Jan 1985--Apr 1988\
No pts: 128/134 (96%)\
FU: 124 months (median); 47--148 months (range)\
Outcomes: Response (complete or ≥50% tumour regression), OS, DFS, MFSOperable tumour \>3 cm/3 cycles; EViMi and 3 cycles, MTVCore biopsy before randomisation\
ND/FFPEIHC---MIB-1 (Immunotech), ABC complex/Objective % of +ve tumour cells, semi-quantitative from 0 to 100%/\>40% (75^th^ percentile)/NoUnivariate: Predictive for tumour response : 4.1 (1.4--11.5) *P* = 0.007\
Prognostic: OS: 77.8% versus 81.5%---NS\
DFS: 56.6% versus 63.0%---NS\
MFS: 63.6% versus 77.8%--- = 0.05\
Multivariate: Ki-67 remained independent predictive factor but not prognosticHigh Ki-67 was associated with responsiveness to chemotherapy\
Ki-67 was only statistically significantly associated with metastasis-free survival\
11Ki-67 as a prognostic and predictive factor: neoadjuvant hormonotherapy IMPACT \[[@CR32]--[@CR35], [@CR99]\]\
RCT---unplanned exploratory analysesUK and Germany/Oct 1997--Oct 2002\
No pts: 174/330 (53%)\
FU: 37 months (median); 4--88 months (range)\
Outcomes: Objective response (values and change in Ki-67 expression baseline to 2 weeks)\
RFSER+ invasive operable, or locally advanced, no evidence of metastasis, N0/(median duration: 30 months) (*n* = randomised/biopsy available/per protocol)\
ANA (*n* = 113/98/86)\
Tam (*n* = 108/98/88)\
ANA + Tam (*n* = 109/96/85)Core cut biopsy: pre-treatment and at 2 weeks (not obligatory), excision biopsy at surgery/24--48 h fixation/FFPEIHC---MIB-1 (Dako)/ND/% of Ki-67 +ve tumour cells scored across 1,000 cells/Ki-67 expression per 2.7-fold increase (geometric mean percentage change from baseline)/NDUnivariate: RFS: baseline Ki-67, per 2.7× increase: 1.85 (1.06--3.22) *P* = 0.03\
2-week Ki-67 expression, per 2.7× increase: 2.09 (1.41--3.08) *P* \< 0.001\
Multivariate: RFS: 2-week Ki-67 expression, per 2.7× increase: 1.95 (1.23--3.07) *P* = 0.004Ki-67 level at 2 weeks is a better predictor of RFS than pre-treatment levels\
17Ki-67 as a predictive factor: neoadjuvant chemotherapy Learn et al. \[[@CR60]\]\
RCT with data collected prospectively during trialND/Feb 1996--Aug 2000\
No pts: 121/144 (84%)\
FU: ND\
Outcomes: CR, PRInvasive breast cancer, T1C-T3, N0, M0 or T1--T3, N1, M0/C-A-DPretreatment fine-needle aspiration or core biopsy\
ND/NDIHC---MIB-1 (Dako Cytomation)/ND/+ve cells among 200 tumour cells/Continuous/YesUnivariate: No association between Ki-67 for CRR\
Multivariate: No association between Ki-67 for CRRNo statistically significant association with CRR\
8Ki-67 as a predictive factor: neoadjuvant chemo-hormonotherapy Bottini \[[@CR13]\]\
RCT (planned)Italy---Jan 1997--Jan 2002\
No pts: 210/211 (99.5%)\
FU: ND\
Outcomes: CRR, Changes in Ki-67 expression before treatment and at definitive surgeryT2--4, N0--1, M0/E versus E-TamIncision biopsy\
ND/NDIHC---MIB-1 (Dako) with biotin-anti-mouse IgG and avidin--biotin-peroxidase complex/−ve control---no MIB-1; +ve control---known sample with high Ki-67 expression/% of +ve stained tumour cells (≥1,000 cells) across several representative fields iwth 10 × 10 graticule/3 categories: \<10%, 11--29%, \>30%Univariate: CCR versus not: median 23.5% (range 7--90%) versus 16% (range 1--90%) *P* \< 0.01\
PCR versus not: median 30.0% (range 7--90%) versus 18% (range 1--90%) *P* \< 0.01\
Lower Ki-67 expression at post-operative residual histology in E-TAM group but no difference in response rate (*P* = 0.0041)\
Multivariate: Ki-67 only independent variable for complete pathological and clinical responses (*P* = 0.005 and *P* = 0.006, respectively)Baseline elevated Ki-67 expression is associated with greater chance of PCR.\
E-Tam did not improve clinical response but reduced Ki-67 expression, compared with E alone\
6 Generali et al. \[[@CR46]\]\
RCTSingle centre/Nov 2000--Jan 2004\
No pts: 114/114 (100%)\
FU: ND\
Outcomes: CCR, PCR, NCRER+, T2--4, N0--1/LET versus LET-CWhole tumour sections taken at diagnosis\
ND/FFPEIHC---MIB-1 (Dakopatts) Biotinylated horse antimouse IgG and avidin--biotin-peroxidase complex (Vectastatin ABC kit; Vector Laboratories)/−ve control---no MIB-1; +ve control---known breast tumour with high Ki-67 expression/% +ve stained tumour cells (≥1,000 cells) across several representative fields/≥10%/yes, Rescoring of 10 slides by 2^nd^ investigatorUnivariate: Post-treatment Ki-67 --significant inverse correlation with clinical response: NR versus PR versus CR χ^2^ = 10.85, *P* = 0.001\
Multivariate: ND (skewed distribution)No conclusion for Ki-67\
12 GPAD-GBGCS trial \[[@CR110]\]\
RCT with prospectively defined biomarker outcomesGermany (56 centres)/Apr 1998--Jun 1999\
No pts: 196/250 (78%)\
FU: ND\
Outcomes: CROperable T2--3 (≥3 cm), N0--2, M0/ddAT ± TamCore cut needle or incisional biopsy, and surgical sample\
ND/FFPE, ICH staining within 1 week after mounting on slidesIHC---MIB-1 (Dianova) + automated capillary gap Dako kit, staining with AEC/ND/Semi-quantitative assessment of % of stained cells/3 categories of proliferation activity: low: 0--15%; medium: 16--30%; high: 31--100%/yesUnivariate: PCR: Ki-67 ≤ 15%: 3/42; \> 15%: 14/56: 0.32 (0.09--1.15)\
Multivariate: PCR: 0.43 (0.11--1.61), *P* = 0.208Ki-67 was not an independent predictive factor\
10*No pts* Number of patients included in analysis for Ki-67/number of patients in clinical trial (%); *BCSS* breast cancer-specific survival; *CR* complete response; *CRR* clinical response rate; *CCR* complete clinical response; *GCR* good clinical response; *MFS* metastatic-free survival; *OS* overall survival; *PR* pathological response; *PFS* progression-free survival; *RFS* recurrence-free survival; *A* doxorubicin; *ANA* anastrozole; *C* cyclophosphamide; *D* docetaxel; *ddAT* dose dense doxorubicin and docetaxel; *E* epirubicin; *F* fuorouracil; *G-CSF* granulocyte colony-stimulating factor; *LET* letrozole; *M* methotrexate; *Mi* mitomycin C; *Mit* mitoxantrone; *Tam* tamoxifen; *V* vindesine; *Vi* vincristine; *FFPE* formalin-fixed paraffin-embedded; *TMA* tissue microarray

Samples from randomised clinical trials {#Sec5}
---------------------------------------

We identified 17 studies that analysed samples from patients that had been included in RCTs in neoadjuvant and adjuvant setting \[[@CR5], [@CR6], [@CR11], [@CR13], [@CR20], [@CR29], [@CR32]--[@CR35], [@CR37], [@CR39], [@CR40], [@CR46], [@CR60], [@CR66], [@CR69], [@CR70], [@CR72], [@CR77], [@CR83], [@CR91], [@CR99], [@CR108]--[@CR110]\]. Ki-67 was assessed as a prognostic factor for 9,185 patients in ten studies (three with neoadjuvant treatment and seven with adjuvant treatment), both as a prognostic and predictive factors in three studies involving 411 patients (all with neoadjuvant treatment) and as a predictive factor in four studies involving 520 patients (all with neoadjuvant treatment).

In the majority of studies with Ki-67 as a prognostic factor, both node negative (pN0) and node-positive (pN+) patients were included. In the univariate analyses the hazard ratio (HR) for DFS ranged from 1.06 to 2.09. Ki-67 remained an independent prognostic factor in multivariate analyses in seven studies (HR 1.05--1.72). Despite the differences in the methodologies used, particularly the cut-point for Ki-67, the HR values were consistent.

Only five studies used OS as a primary objective to evaluate Ki-67, and one analysed breast cancer-specific survival (BCSS). In the studies with OS, Ki-67 was a statistically significant prognostic factor (HR 1.11--1.83) in univariate analyses; this was not reported for the trial with BCSS as the outcome. Multivariate analyses were reported for four trials and Ki-67 was an independent prognostic factor in only one trial with OS; it was also significant in the study with BCSS.

The REMARK score for these studies ranged from 9 to 18 (on a scale from 0 to 20), with a median of 12 and a mean of 12.8. The LOE for Ki-67 as a prognostic factor for DFS (Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"}) was judged to be I-B since the results were consistent across several studies, done using material from randomized trials and with centralized slide review.

Among the seven studies that evaluated Ki-67 as a predictive factor, either solely or also as prognostic factor, three studies assessed the response to neoadjuvant chemotherapy \[[@CR20], [@CR60], [@CR66], [@CR70]\], one assessed neoadjuvant hormonotherapy \[[@CR32]--[@CR35], [@CR99]\], and three assessed neoadjuvant chemotherapy and hormonotherapy \[[@CR13], [@CR46], [@CR110]\]. Only one study \[[@CR46]\] concluded that elevated Ki-67 was predictive of response to chemotherapy; therefore, the LOE for Ki-67 as a predictive factor was judged to be IIB.

The trials assessing the predictive value of Ki-67 in and adjuvant setting evaluated either first generation adjuvant chemotherapy versus no treatment, or compared an optimal versus sub-optimal regimen. In the IBCSG VIII/IX trial, Viale et al. \[[@CR109]\] did not detect any predictive value for Ki-67 for the efficacy of CMF compared with no chemotherapy. In this analysis, the *P* values for Ki-67 treatment interaction were 0.45 and 0.90 for IBCSG VIII and IX, respectively. In two other randomized trials comparing anthracyclines versus non anthracycline-based chemotherapy (NEAT/BR9601), no interaction between Ki-67 and the treatment arms was detected, suggesting that the treatment efficacy was not predicted by the Ki-67 level \[[@CR6]\]. Finally, at least two studies assessed the predictive value of Ki-67 for the efficacy of docetaxel. Penault-Llorca et al. \[[@CR83]\], using material from the PACS01 trial, reported that high Ki-67 was associated with a higher efficacy of docetaxel. However, these results are insufficient to conclude that Ki-67 is a predictive factor.

In a study published after the literature search for this report, Dumontet et al. \[[@CR36]\] analysed tissue specimens for prognostic and predictive factors in the BCIRG 001 trial. They concluded that Ki-67 was an independent prognostic factor in women receiving adjuvant chemotherapy for node-positive breast cancer, but was not a predictive factor for response to docetaxel. Overall, these studies suggest that Ki-67 is not predictive for chemotherapy.

Samples from cohort and case--control studies {#Sec6}
---------------------------------------------

We identified 47 cohort studies that assessed the role of Ki-67, as a prognostic factor solely (32 studies; 16,902 patient; patients received neoadjuvant treatment in one study, adjuvant treatment in 25 studies and no details of treatment were available in six studies), as a predictive factor solely (eight studies; 655 patients; patients received neoadjuvant treatment in six, adjuvant in one, and both in one study), or both as a prognostic and predictive factor (seven studies; 1,844 patients; all patients received neoadjuvant treatment) \[[@CR2]--[@CR4], [@CR7]--[@CR9], [@CR14]--[@CR19], [@CR21]--[@CR23], [@CR30], [@CR42]--[@CR45], [@CR49], [@CR54]--[@CR57], [@CR59], [@CR62], [@CR63], [@CR67], [@CR73], [@CR76], [@CR78], [@CR80]--[@CR82], [@CR84], [@CR86]--[@CR90], [@CR92], [@CR93], [@CR96], [@CR97], [@CR104], [@CR105]\]. We also identified one case--control study (828 patients) in which Ki-67 was assessed as a predictive factor for chemotherapy \[[@CR1]\].

About 2/3 of these studies assessing Ki-67 as a prognostic factor (*n* = 39) reported that it was an independent factor for DFS or OS or both. Of the 15 studies assessing Ki-67 as a predictive factor, seven suggested that it may be a predictive factor for response to treatment. Most studies reported anthracycline regimen or CMF as chemotherapy and tamoxifen or letrozole or goserelin as hormone therapy. The unique case--control study considered that a high Ki-67 value (71--100%) was independently predictive of benefit from adjuvant chemotherapy treatment \[HR for BCSS = 0.35 (95% CI = 0.18--0.69), *P* = 0.003\].

Meta-analyses {#Sec7}
-------------

Although the two meta-analyses were published within a year of each other, they did not include the same studies (with 57 and 60% overlapping, respectively); the statistical methods used were also different (Tables [3](#Tab3){ref-type="table"}, [4](#Tab4){ref-type="table"}; Fig. [2](#Fig2){ref-type="fig"}) \[[@CR27], [@CR100]\]. Neither of these meta-analyses differentiated if the tissue samples came from randomised controlled trials or case--control or cohort studies.Table 3Comparison of the methods used in the meta-analyses published by de Azambuja et al. \[[@CR27]\] and Stuart-Harris et al. \[[@CR100]\]de Azambuja et al. \[[@CR27]\]Stuart-Harris et al. \[[@CR100]\]Publication year20072008Period for literature searchUp to May 2006January 1995--September 2004Exclusion criteriaNon-English publicationsNon-English publications\
Studies with fewer than 100 patientsNumber of studies identified^a^4643 Included in DFS analysis3820 Included in OS analysis3519Inclusion of studies for meta-analysesStudies that provided an HR or data that enabled the HR to calculatedOnly studies that provided an HR for either OS or DFS, in either univariate or multivariate analysis; if no 95% CI it was calculated^a^See Fig. [2](#Fig2){ref-type="fig"} for details of common and unique studiesTable 4Description of meta-analyses of studies of Ki-67 as a prognostic factorReferenceFactors studiedOutcomeResultsAnalysis: number of studies (number of patients)Search strategy described (yes/no)Date range number of studies identified (number of patients)de Azambuja et al. \[[@CR27]\]Ki-67\
Yes\
Up to May 2006\
Identified: 68 studies (? patients)DFS All studies: 38 studies (10,954 patients)Fixed effect HR: 1.88 (1.75--2.02)\
*P*-heterogeneity = 0.01\
Random effect HR: 1.93 (1.74--2.14) Node negative: 15 studies (3,370 patients)Fixed effect HR: 2.20 (1.88--2.58)\
*P*-heterogeneity = 0.03\
Random effect HR: 2.31 (1.83--2.92) Node positive: 8 studies (1,430 patients)Fixed effect HR: 1.59 (1.35--1.87)\
*P*-heterogeneity = 0.68 Node negative (untreated): 6 studies (736 patients)Fixed effect HR: 2.72 (1.97--3.75)\
*P*-heterogeneity = 0.89OS All studies: 35 studies (9,472 patients)Fixed effect HR: 1.89 (1.74--2.06)\
*P*-heterogeneity \<0.001\
Random effect HR: 1.95 (1.70--2.24) Node negative: 9 studies (1,996 patients)Fixed effect HR: 2.19 (1.76--2.72)\
*P*-heterogeneity = 0.001\
Random effect HR: 2.54 (1.65--3.19) Node positive: 4 studies (857 patients)Fixed effect HR: 2.33 (1.83--2.95)\
*P*-heterogeneity = 0.44 Node negative/positive (untreated): 2 studies (238 patients)Fixed effect HR: 1.79 (1.22--2.63)\
*P*-heterogeneity = 0.36Stuart-Harris et al. \[[@CR100]\]Ki-67, mitotic index, PCNA, LI\
Yes\
January 1995--September 2004\
Identified: 43 studies (15,790 patients)DFS Univariate analysis: 15 studies (?)Unadjusted HR: 2.18 (1.92--2.47) *P* \< 10^−5^\
*P*-heterogeneity = 0.21\
*P*-publication bias = 0.002\
Adjusted HR (4 studies added): 2.05 (1.80--2.33) Multivariate analysis: 14 studies (?)Unadjusted HR: 1.84 (1.62--2.10) *P* \< 10^−5^\
*P*-heterogeneity = 0.93\
*P*-publication bias = 0.019\
Adjusted HR (5 studies added): 1.76 (1.56--1.98)OS Univariate analysis: 12 studies (?)Unadjusted HR: 2.09 (1.74--2.52) *P* \< 10^−5^\
*P*-heterogeneity = 0.037\
*P*-publication bias = 0.074\
Adjusted HR (4 studies added): 1.88 (1.55--2.27) Multivariate analysis: 13 studies (?)Unadjusted HR: 1.73 (1.37--2.17) *P* \< 10^−5^\
*P*-heterogeneity \<10^−5^\
*P*-publication bias = 0.001\
Adjusted HR (5 studies added): 1.42 (1.14--1.77)*PCNA* Proliferating cell nuclear antigen; *LI* labelling indexFig. 2Repartition of the studies included in the meta-analyses published by de Azambuja et al. \[[@CR27]\] and Stuart-Harris et al. \[[@CR100]\]. The numbers of studies common to both meta-analyses are shown in the *overlapping circles* and those unique to either one of the meta-analyses are shown in the *non-overlapping parts of the circles*. *DFS* Disease-free survival; *OS* overall survival

In the meta-analysis published by de Azambuja et al. in 2007 \[[@CR27]\], the prognostic value of Ki-67 was reported only in univariate analyses for both DFS and OS. In the analysis for DFS, they collected data from 38 studies (including 10,954 patients) and found a HR of 1.88 (1.75--2.02) with a fixed effect model, but with significant between-study heterogeneity (design, type of patients and results). In the analysis for OS concerning 35 studies (including 9,472 patients) they found a HR of 1.89 (1.74--2.06), also with a fixed effect model and significant between-study heterogeneity. In sub-analyses, similar results were observed, but no heterogeneity was found for pN+ patients or for untreated patients (pN0 for DFS and pN0/pN+ for OS).

In the meta-analysis of Stuart-Harris et al. in 2008 \[[@CR100]\], after adjustment for probable publication bias, a high level of Ki-67 was associated with poor DFS and OS and this remained statistically significant in multivariate analyses. The pooled adjusted HRs were 2.05 (1.80--2.33) and 1.88 (1.55--2.27) for DFS and OS in univariate analyses, and 1.76 (1.56--1.98) and 1.42 (1.14--1.77) in multivariate analyses, respectively. In the analyses for DFS, there were no evidence of significant between-study heterogeneity, but this was not the case for OS.

The authors in both these meta-analyses acknowledged that the included studies used different eligibility criteria, study design, methods for measuring Ki-67 and cut-point values. Despite the differences, the results are consistent, and thus reinforce the value of Ki-67 as a prognostic factor.

Narrative reviews {#Sec8}
-----------------

Four narrative reviews were identified \[[@CR24], [@CR107], [@CR111], [@CR115]\]. None of these reviews assessed the predictive value of Ki-67. Two of them, Weigel and Dowsett \[[@CR111]\] and Yerushalmi et al. \[[@CR115]\] summarized the results from the meta-analyses described above. Colozza et al. \[[@CR24]\] who looked at several markers included 15 studies (5,137 patients) for Ki-67. They concluded that Ki-67 was a statistically significant prognostic factor but not a standard one at present, due to the lack of standardization for pre-analytical steps, staining procedures and scoring methods. Urruticoechea et al. \[[@CR107]\] reviewed 40 trials, involving more than 11,000 patients). They found strong evidence that Ki-67 was a prognostic factor for pN0 patients in univariate analyses, and that it remained significant in multivariate analyses. In the studies with pN+ patients or mixed pN0/pN+ patients, the results were less clear, although one study concluded that Ki-67 was a candidate biomarker for predicting docetaxel efficacy in ER+, pN+ breast cancer \[[@CR83]\].

Discussion {#Sec9}
==========

Early detection and improvements in systemic neoadjuvant and adjuvant therapies explain the observed decrease in mortality in breast cancer \[[@CR53]\]. However, since chemotherapy is associated with adverse effects, it is important to be able to tailor treatment strategies for each patient. Companion diagnostic tests, such as HER2 or ER measurements, which are by essence predictive, are already key actors in daily therapeutic strategies. In parallel, non-associated tests, such as proliferation biomarkers, continue to be investigated in the hope of finding reliable tools to help to identify those women who are most likely to benefit from chemotherapy.

Ki-67 was significantly associated with DFS in multivariate analyses in seven RCTs and two meta-analyses with consistent HRs or relative risks (RRs) \[[@CR27], [@CR29], [@CR32]--[@CR35], [@CR39], [@CR40], [@CR83], [@CR99], [@CR100], [@CR108], [@CR109]\]. Although, more heterogeneous, similar results were reported in studies using samples from cohort studies. The HRs and RRs reported for Ki-67 in most of these studies were within the same ranges as those found for other validated prognostic markers (ER, HER2, uPA, node status, histological grade) (Table [5](#Tab5){ref-type="table"}) \[[@CR10], [@CR64], [@CR94], [@CR100], [@CR113]\].Table 5Summary of assessment of various markers as prognostic factors for DFS in women with breast cancerReference^a^MarkerHR (95% CI)Stuart-Harris et al*.* \[[@CR100]\]Ki-671.76 (1.56--1.98)Rakha et al*.* \[[@CR94]\]SBR grade (3 vs. 1)1.6 (1.3--2.0)Look et al*.* \[[@CR64]\]uPA/PAI-1 (pN0)2.37 (1.78--3.16)Rakha et al*.* \[[@CR94]\]Node status1.5 (1.4--1.7)Wirapati et al*.* \[[@CR113]\]ER (neg. vs. high)2.2 (1.6--3.0)Blows et al*.* \[[@CR10]\]HER21.55 (1.23--1.96)*SBR* Scarf--Bloom--Richardson histological grading system^a^Not all patients received systemic adjuvant treatment

The evidence reviewed here, with consistent results between the studies allowing the attribution of an LOE I-B, validates the use of Ki-67 as a prognostic factor for DFS in patients receiving adjuvant therapy. As none of the studies were specifically designed to assess Ki-67 as a prognostic factor, the LOE cannot be I-A. A LOE I defines a marker that is ready for clinical use, therefore, justifying its status as a biomarker as suggested by Diamandis \[[@CR31]\]. This level is based on the hierarchical classification for medical utility of a biomarker proposed by Simon et al. in 2009 \[[@CR98]\], an updated revision of the initial classification proposed by Hayes et al. in 1996 \[[@CR52]\]. This differs dramatically from the LOE proposed by Colozza et al. \[[@CR24]\] who suggested a level III or even IV. However, it should be emphasised that our conclusion is based on results from studies using samples from RCTs with central review of the marker; that was not the case in the review conducted by Colozza et al. that included studies published before 2004. This implies that standardization of the techniques and counting methods ensuring efficient and practical alternatives to centralized testing (i.e. automated staining and image analysis) will be necessary for everyday practice.

The results from the studies using samples from patients included in RCTs do not provide sufficient proof to conclude that Ki-67 is a predictive factor for short-term or long-term response to chemotherapy, since the study designs were not suitable for answering this question. The LOE is therefore II-B and a higher LOE will only be possible if suitably designed prospective studies are conducted. Nevertheless, an association between high Ki-67 expression at baseline and immediate response to hormonotherapy or chemotherapy in the neoadjuvant setting was reported in seven case series \[[@CR14], [@CR15], [@CR73], [@CR78], [@CR82], [@CR84], [@CR90]\], two of them with pathological complete response (pCR) \[[@CR73], [@CR78]\]. The studies in the neoadjuvant chemotherapy setting analysed pCR as the endpoint. In contrast, the studies in the neoadjuvant hormonotherapy setting, used a clinical response endpoint. In breast cancer samples from women with incomplete pathological response after neoadjuvant therapy, the Ki-67 expression in the residual tumour was reported to be prognostic, irrespective of the original pre-treatment value \[[@CR40], [@CR59], [@CR102]\].

Prognostic variables are needed in clinical practice. Histological grade can clearly distinguish between low and high risks tumours (grade 1 vs. grade 3) in terms of outcomes. However, about 40--50% of breast cancers are classified as grade 2 with a less well-defined risk. The histological grading system is constructed from a parameter of differentiation (glandular formation), nuclear appearance and a clear proliferation parameter (mitotic count). This explains why grade and Ki-67 index are closely linked, and why the grade is not always integrated in the multivariated models used for assessing Ki-67. The fact that such a link exists does not mean that the parameters are redundant and the use of Ki-67 index in a grade 2 population could be particularly useful to sub-classify them \[[@CR2]\]. Patients with ER+ tumours are systematically treated by hormonotherapy today in the absence of contra-indications. It is possible that a Ki-67 assessment prior to deciding to propose additional adjuvant chemotherapy might be useful for a subset of ER+ patients with grade 2 tumours.

The choice of the cut-point has a major impact in practice, as it determines which patients are classified as 'high Ki-67', and therefore which have a poorer prognosis. These patients will generally receive more aggressive therapy. In the published studies reviewed, many different ways to select a cut-point were used, defining two or three subgroups. These include an arbitrary choice based either on the different cut-points proposed in the literature or the use of the "significant" mean value from an 'in house' series. In our review of studies using samples from RTCs, most arbitrary cut-points for adjuvant treatment choice were distributed between 5 and 34% with 10 or 20% being the most frequently used values (Table [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"}).

The use of data-derived 'optimal' cut-points can result in serious bias due to different patient populations in each series. It should be stressed that transforming continuous variables, such as the Ki-67 index, into two categories can lead to a loss of power of the biomarker \[[@CR88], [@CR95], [@CR108], [@CR109]\]. In addition, this is unrealistic at the individual level, since it suggests that patients, who have tumours with Ki-67 levels close to the cut-point but on either side of the cut-point, are very different, whereas in reality they are probably very similar. Technically it is not necessary for statistical analysis to have a binary variable, and it has been show that a model with continuous values provides more information \[[@CR95]\]. In clinical practice, one way of expressing the results is to use two cut-point values which define a central 'grey' area between the low and high values. For patients whose Ki-67 level falls in this grey area, other factors could be considered in the decision to offer chemotherapy or not. This is the approach adopted by the St Gallen International Expert Consensus who recommended the use of Ki-67 to measure proliferation \[[@CR47], [@CR48], [@CR95]\]; women with ER+ tumours and 'high' Ki-67 (i.e. \>30%) should receive chemo-hormonotherapy, those with 'low' Ki-67 (≤15%) (luminal A tumours) should receive hormonotherapy alone and the 'intermediate' level (16--30%) is not decisive for therapeutic decision.

Ki-67 expression is detected by immunohistochemical techniques on histological slides. Molecular testing using RT-QPCR on fixed-paraffin embedded tissue samples is also feasible \[[@CR28]\] but not used in practice. Both techniques give quantitative results but the qualitative aspect of tumour heterogeneity is only accessible on histology slides. Comparative studies are in progress but the results are not yet available. Moreover, both techniques, as for all biomarkers, need standardized pre-analytical conditions which require cooperation between radiologists, surgeons, and pathologists. Most laboratories use MIB-I or SP6 antibodies for immunohistochemistry that provide highly comparable results, although SP6 appears to be better suited for image analysis \[[@CR116]\]. However, the methods of antigen retrieval from paraffin-embedded samples, the concentrations of antibodies, the time of incubation, as well as the amplification reagents vary and may significantly influence the final results \[[@CR114], [@CR116]\]. We observed this variation in the studies analysed in this review (Table [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"}). Automatic immunostaining was reported to be used in only three of the published studies, despite the fact that most laboratories are nowadays equipped with such systems \[[@CR88], [@CR108], [@CR109]\]. Also, the way samples are treated immediately after collection and the way they are stored may affect the final results, but generally only sparse information on this was provided in most of studies reported. In general, all studies reported using a negative control. However, there was no standardized positive control for staining calibration. Some studies used tonsil tissue, while others used known highly positive breast cancer tissue. The intensity of nuclear staining that was considered to be positive also varied; in some cases any staining was taken as positive, whereas in others positivity required 'marked' staining. Some studies reported using 'hot spots' (or areas of intense staining) for the assessment, whereas others used fields with different intensity of staining giving the result as a mean value. Significant variation in the number of fields examined, the number of tumour cells counted or estimated, the use of a graticule for counting or the use of automated counting systems was also seen. Some studies reported a double reading of all slides, or of a certain percentage of slides.

Due to limits in histological quantitative analysis and tumour heterogeneity, leading to inter/intra-observer variations on grade scoring, some grade 2 tumours are mis-classified as grade 1, and also some grade 1 tumours are mis-classified as grade 2. The assessment of Ki-67 levels in these borderline cases provides additional information to clinicians. Similar overlap exists between grade 2 and grade 3 tumours, but without a significant impact on therapeutic decision. In view of the inaccuracies expected in the Ki-67 index values, partly due to the heterogeneity of the techniques as discussed above, and partly due to tumour heterogeneity, it may be useful to generalize automated quantitative image analysis, to report both 'hot spots' and mean Ki-67 values, and to expand the 16--30% intermediate level of St Gallen to 11--30% \[[@CR47]\]. This wider intermediate level would ensure a better identification of tumours with low and high levels of Ki-67. The risk of making an error when assessing a Ki-67 score \<10 or \>30% will be low in routine practice, but is to be expected for the intermediate level between 11 and 30%, requiring, therefore, double assessment or automated image analysis.

Reporting key details are essential to assess the reliability of the study results. Initiatives such as the CONSORT guidelines have been shown to improve the quality of reporting for RCTs \[[@CR74], [@CR75]\]. In a similar way, the REMARK guidelines were developed to improve reporting of prognostic studies and their results \[[@CR71]\]. Mallett et al. \[[@CR68]\] reported in 2010 the results from an analysis of reports of prognostic tumour marker studies published in 2006 and 2007 using the REMARK score. The aim of their study was to assess if the publication of the guidelines had had an immediate impact on the quality of the reported studies. Although most of the studies reported the number of patients in the analyses (98%), only just over half reported the number of eligible patients (56%) and excluded patients (54%). Only 36% of the reports clearly defined the outcomes analysed. The authors concluded that although good reporting is essential for the interpretation and clinical application of prognostic studies, the standards of reporting in 2006 and 2007 were poor. They called for a wider use of the REMARK guidelines to help improve reporting and enhance prognostic research. The results of our review show that articles published prior to the publication of REMARK in 2005 had a lower range of REMARK scores (*n* = 9; 6--13) than those published after (*n* = 9; 10--18) which suggests that the quality of reporting has improved.

Conclusions {#Sec10}
===========

The results from this review show that Ki-67 provides useful information for therapeutic decisions in breast cancer patients. It is an independent prognostic factor for DFS and the greatest benefits from Ki-67 assessment could be observed in patients with ER+ breast cancers. It is not predictive for chemotherapy, but high KI-67 was found to be associated with immediate pCR in the neoadjuvant setting.

In view of these results, international guidelines should help to standardize the pre-analytical phase, the staining techniques and the counting methods. We also need to standardize the cut-point determination to ensure that Ki-67 results can be used with confidence in clinical practice.
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Appendix 1 {#Sec11}
==========

See Table [6](#Tab6){ref-type="table"}.Table 6Keywords for PubMed searchKeywords for disease and treatment("Breast neoplasms" \[all fields\]) OR cancer\* or carcinoma\* or adenocarcinoma\* or tumor\* or tumour\*Chemotherapy, adjuvantNeoadjuvant therapy/methods\*Breast cancer proliferationBreast cancer gradeBreast adjuvant treatmentChemotherapy response markerBreast chemotherapy response markerKeywords for Ki-67Ki-67 proliferationKi-67 breast cancerKi-67 immunohistochemistryKi-67 labelling indexMIB-1 antibody \[substance name\]Mitosis/geneticsPredictive value of tests \[mesh\]"Biological markers/analysis" \[mesh\]Tumour markers, biological/analysisImmunohistochemistryKi-67 tissue micro arrayKi-67 core biopsyProliferation indexBreast proliferation indexKi-67Keywords for type of studyRandomized controlled trialControlled clinical trialClinical trialMeta-analysisPractice guidelinePrognosisMultivariate analysisEvidence-based medicine

Appendix 2 {#Sec12}
==========

See Table [7](#Tab7){ref-type="table"}.Table 7Data items extracted for each studyData itemGeneral information about study and samples: Study name (and bibliographic reference) Study design Treatment Country and period Outcomes Number of patients in trial/number of samples in study (%) Duration of follow-up Tumour characteristics Ki-67 as prognostic factor, predictive factor or bothInformation about the treatment received Neoadjuvant (details) Adjuvant (details) Both neoadjuvant and adjuvant (details)Information about specimen treatment Type of tissue Pre-analytical conditions (fixation delay, fixation time) (yes/no) Methods of preservation and storageInformation about Ki-67 assay Materials and methods for Ki-67 assay Quality control procedures Scoring system used Cut-off value Double reading (yes/no)Results Univariate analyses Multivariate analyses ConclusionREMARK score Score using REMARK tool \[[@CR71]\]
